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ABSTRACT

This report, the eighth annual report of the National
Advisory Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Children (NACEDC),
is presented as a commentary on the previous year?s administration of
the programs for disadvantaged children, with recommendations for the
future. NACEDC notes that 1.5 million fewer disadvantaged children
are now being served due to the concentration guideline directing
spending on fewer for maximum impact; at the same time it is known
- that the number of children living in school attendance areas with
high concentrations of children from low income families is about 20
million--suggesting that about two-thirds needing Title I services
are not receiving them. Recommendations in the report relate to State
funds for comgensatory education, Title I audits and enforcement,
delivery of services, legislative proposals for State Advisory
Council for Title I, parent involvement, desegregation, nonpublic
school children, follow through programs proposed by the Division of
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administrators and practitioners, a special section of the report is
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Statutory obligation:

(b) The National Council shall review and evaluate the administration and
operation of this title, including its effectiveness in improving the educational
attainment of educationally deprived children, including the effectiveness of
programs to meet their occupational and career needs, and make recommenda-
tions for the improvement of this title and its administration and operation. These
recommendations shall take into consideration experience gained under this and
other Federal educational programs for disadvantaged children and, to the extent
appropriate, experience gained under other public and private educational
programs for disadvantaged children,

(¢) The National Council shall make such reports of its activities, findings, and
recommendations (including recommendations for changes in the provisions of
this title) as it may deem appropriate and shall inake an annual report to the
President and the Congress not later than March 31 of each calendar year. Such
annual report shall include a report specifically on which of the various
compensatory education programs funded in whole or in part under the
provisions of this title, and of other public and private educational programs for
educationally deprived children, hold the highest promise for raising the
educational attainment of these educationally deprived children. The President is
requested to transmit to the Congress such comments and recommendations as he
may have with respect to such report.

ESEA title I, section 134 (b) and (c)
(Public Law 91-230)

Review and
evaluation.

Annual report
to President
and Congress.
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Dear Sirs:

On behalf of the National Advisory Council on the Education of Disadvantaged
Children, I am pleased to transmit to you the 1972 Annual Report of the Council.
This is the eighth report to the President and the Congress since the creation of the
Council in 1965.

In the current report, the Council analyzes some of the major changes which are
taking place in title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

New regulations, new admifistrative tools, and new approaches have characterized
the Federal role in the administration of title I. The Council has emphasized the
States’ role and participation of this program, discussing the increased review of that
role by Federal officials.

Private school administrators and practitioners appealed to the Council for
assistance in bringing their point of view before you. We have responded to this appeal
by studying the issue carefully, and have devoted a special section within this annual
report to the special needs of private schools serving educationally disadvantaged
children.

Desegregation plans have in many cases dispersed the concentrated populations of
children from low-income families, so that implementation of title I is made
considerably more difficult. The Council has studied this, and included special
comments regarding the U.S. Office of Education response to this issue.

The Council notes that title I is now serving 7.5 million disadvantaged children, 1.5
million fewer than in 1969. This decrease is due to the concentration guidcline, which
directs Local Education Agencies (LEA’s) to spend more on fewer children for
maximum impact.

The most recent study which records the number of children living in school
attendance areas with high concentrations of children from low-income families (the
determining factor of eligibility for title I service) states that 20 million children are
living in these attendance areas.* '

This would suggest that approximately two-thirds of the children needing the extra
services of compensatory education are not receiving title I services. The Council asks
that you carefully consider this fact, and that neither the Executive nor the Legislative
Branch of the Federal Government view with complacency the need to serve
additional disadvantaged children,

Finally, it should be noted that this report was prepared by two groups of Council
members, those appointed by the President to serve after that date. The NACEDC was
reappointed under Public Law 91-230, which strengthened the Council by increasing
the membership to 15, and rejuiring specific staggered terms.

Twenty-one men and women have reviewed these issues and performed dedicated
services to you and the many millions of disadvantaged children. I have been pleased
to serve with them, and kmow that they have been genuinely grateful for the
opportunity to work for you at this highest level.

*1970 Belmont Study, CPIR, completed by the USOE Office of Planning and Evaluation, and
analysis completed by Applied Data Research, Inc., October 1971.




The Council is composed of 15 men and women with diverse backgrounds: One-third are women, one-half are
professors of sociology or education, scveral are elementary and secondary school administrators, one is a juvenile
court judge, two carry the experience of working in the private schools, and all are dedicated and committed to
the improveinent of opportunity for disadvantaged children.

The Council appreciates the assistance and participation of parents, teachers, local school administrators,
parent advisory council members, title I administrators, and Federal officials in the preparation of this report.

We hope that you find it useful and stimulating as you prepare to grapple with the priorities of the Nation. We
urge you to keep in mind the great need we all have to see these children succeed in the mainstream of American

lifc,
' With kindest personal regards, I am

Sincerely,

' <)
‘ R (X
Alfred Z. McElroy Mfz(

Chairman

The President
The White House

Honorable Spiro T, Agnew
President of the Scnate

Hornerzbie Carl B. Albert
Speaker of the House of Representatives
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OVERVIEW

The Federal role in the administration of title I of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA), while not yet at the most effective level, has
improved significantly since the 1971 Annual Report
of the NACEDC. The Council criticized the U.S.
Office of Education for lack of sufficient Federal
review of the implementation of title I programs.
That report also contained criticism of a seeming lack
of enforcement of tne provisions of ESEA and its
pursuant regulations.

As a result of improvement at the Federal level,
information now available concerning performance of
State departments of education points to the need for
comment about State administration of title I ESEA.
As yet, there are insufficient data on local education
agency (LEA) performance, and consequently only
scattered comments can be made about this level of
administration.

On the Federal level there have been several
“firsts” for the administration of title I:

1. The U.S. Commissioner of Education has re-

quested that $24,491,184 be returned to the
U.S. Treasury from the title I allocations of 31
States following discovery of audit exceptions
by the DHEW Audit Agency. More money will
be requested as the audits are completed State
by State.

2. ror the first time, every State has been visited
by Federal teams to provide technical assist-
ance to the State administrators of title I
programs in each of these States.

3. Comparability reports are being requested for
the first time, as USOE begins to administer the
new comparability regulations which became
effective on October 14, 1971}

4. The Interstate Uniform Migrant Student Rec-
ora Transfer System has been expanded, from
the successful pilot program in six States last
year, to serve all 48 States which have migrant

! “Comparability” is an Office of Education term which
results from legislation passed on April 13, 1970-Public Law
91-230. Comparability requires that all students in a school
district receive the same services from sources other than title
I, resulting in the same per pupil expenditure for every child,
after which title I monies are added as an “extra” for
compensatory services only. This further emphasizes another
Congressional phrase in the original legislation, which states
that title I monies must supplement, and not supplant, local
funds and services. Title I funds are designed to compensate a
child for educational disadvantage, and comparability regula-
tions seek to guarantee that they are so used.
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programs this year. The cost of the Record
Transfer System was $3,100,000 in fiscal year
1971. The operating cost for fiscal year 1972 is
$1,900,000.

For the first time, education, health, and
family information is available to any teacher
within 4 hours of a telephone call to the State
department of education terminal nearest the
school site. Each State department has agreed
upon a common form with other State depart-
ments, so that by a single phone call to a
computer bank, vital information can be re-
trieved on the achievement level, textbooks
used, immunization record, and other signifi-
cant data about a student in the migrant
stream. This Record Transfer System provides
answers fo two previously unavailable data
needs: (!)How many migrant children are
there? and (2) What services will best equip
them to live a reasonable life?

5. Parent advisory councils (PAC’s) have been
mandated at the school district level by new
regulations issued by Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare Elliot Richardson,
which became effective on October 14, 1971.

6. The Follow Through program will be modified
considerably during 1972-75, based on infor-
mation received from the Stanford Research
Institute longitudinal study of Follow Through
and financial considerations.

7. Early in 1971, U.S. Commissioner of Education
Sidney P, Marland, Jr., a previous Council
member, directed that all USOE programs
focus upon the disadvantaged.

At the November 1971 Council meeting the
Commissioner reported his new position to the
Council, and explained that this would be the
first time that so many resources have been
concentrated on the disadvantaged.

8. The USOE Division of Compensatory Educa-
tion (DCE) this year has begun to issue
handbooks on the basic operations of title I for
LEA use (ie., Selection of Target Areas and
The Private Schools).

All of these firsts will be discussed at length in the
report, giving the Congress and the President the
Council’s view and analysis of the current operation
of title I ESEA.

Finally, the NACEDC requests Congress to take
note of the latest development in Federal title I




administration—the encouragement of a “component
approach” to serve disadvantaged children. The U.S.
Office of Education is encouraging the use of the
experience gained for a multifaceted approach to
conquering the educational disadvantage of poor
children. It is not that innovation is being repressed,
it is just that it is not being encouraged at this time.

Title I is being held accountable to the taxpayer,
and thus the same tests and norms available prior to
its enactment are being used to measure the success
of the program.

The title I program is seeking to become more
accountable to its constituencies. Educators know a
little more about educating disadvantaged children,
but they are often perplexed by the task of over-
coming so much with so few resources.

Therefore, the NACEDC presents this report as a
commentary on the past year’s administraticn of the
programs for disadvantaged children, with recom-
mendations for the future.




SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

State Funds for Compensatory Education

The NACEDC recommends that additional States
contribute State funds to improve the education of
educationally disadvantaged children.

The NACEDC recommends that the Division
of Compensatory Education give priority to those
13 States with special incentive grants for providing
State-funded compensatory education programs.

The NACEDC recommends that States be encour-
aged to spend State funds for compensatory educa-
tion programs by not counting those State funds in
comparability data.

Title § Audits and Enforcement

The NACEDC stpports the U.S. Commissioner of
Education’s effort to enforce the title I regulations, as
long as title I-eligible children are not victims of the
enforcement.

Therefore, the NACEDC recomsnends that the
States be required to spend from their own funds an
amount equivalent to the audit exception, on title
I-eligible children according to title I regulations, in
the LEA’s where the questionabie expenditures oc-
curred.

Delivery of Services

Thie NACEDC recommends that Congress review
the State administration formula of | percent of the
State title I allotment, and consider improving that
ratio.

The NACEDC recommends that DCE demon-
strate, through dissemination of exemplary projects
during fiscal years 1972 and 1973, that the experi-
ence gained in administering title 1 justifies the
stabilization of the program.

The NACEDC requests that USOE’s Office of
Program Planning and Evaluation and National Center
for Educational Statistics provide us and other title I
consumers with recent evaluative data on the suc-
cesses in title I and on how this information is being
disseminated for replication to the 16,000 partici-
pating school districts.

The NACEDC recommends that the States prepare
careful evaluations of current title I programs and use
the data collected therein for project approval and
encouragenient. '

The NACEDC further recommends that the States
develop evaluation procedures to ascertain what

cognitive, affective, psychomotor, and supportive
services are best able to compensate for title I—
eligible children’s educational deprivation.

The NACEDC recommends that SEA’s monitor
each LEA at least once a year.

The NACEDC welcomes the beginning of program
reviews in each State by USOE, and recommends that
USOE retrieve useful data from these reviews as well
as provide technical assistance to the States,

The NACEDC further recommends that SEA’s
seek to package the titles of ESEA so that a strong
attack is made on educational disadvantage. The
NACEDC recommends that SEA’s use titles I, IL, 111,
and VIl of ESEA and the Education Professions
Development Act (EDPA) in a singleminded strategy
of conquering educational disadvantage.

Legislative Proposal for State Advisory Council for
Title I: Establishment and Certification

(a) Each State desiring to receive payments under
title 1 of the act and the regulations for this
part for any fiscal year shall establish a State
advisory council of not more than 21 mem-
bers which is appointed by the Governor and
is broadly representative and proportionate of
the cultural and educational resources of the
State and of the public, including persons
representative of
(1) elementary and secondary schools
(2) institutions of higher education
(3) areas of professional competence in deal-
ing with children needing special educa-
tion because of physical or mental handi-
caps

(4) areas of professional competence in guid-
ance, counseling, and testing

(5) elected members of mandated parent ad-
visory councils for title I who are repre-
sentatives of parents of children from
low-income families

(6) private school administrators and persons

" knowledgeable about private schools’ title
I programs

(7) persons knowledgeable regarding migrant
programs throughout the State

(8) persons of special or professional com-
petence in dealing with children in in-
stitutions or neglected and delinquent
children

(9) the general public.




(b) The Chief State School Officer and members
of the SEA shall be ineligible to serve on the
State advisory courcil either as chairman or as
a voting member.

(c) The SEA shall certify the establishment of and
the membership of its State advisory council
to the U.S. Commissioner of Education at
least 90 days prior to the beginning of any
fiscal year in which the State desires to receive
its title I entitlement. The certification shall
include the name, education, experience, and
current position of each person serving on the
State advisory council and shall specify which
interest under paragraph {a) of this section
each person represents.

Functions

(a) The functions of the State advisory council
shall include:

(1) Advising the State education agency on
the preparation of and policy matters
arising in the administration of the State
prorities and plan, and in the develop-
ment of the policies and procedures re-
quired by these regulations, including
educational priorities resulting from State
evaluations of title I programs.

(2) Preparing and submitting an annual report
to the Governor, copies of which may be
sent to the Chief State School Officer, the
State Legislature, the NACEDC, and the
U.S. Commissioner of Education regard-
ing operation of the title I program in the
State.

(b) The State advisory council shall meet and
select a chairman from its membership within
30 days after certification has been accepted
by the U.S. Commissioner of Education, and
shall meet at such other times throughout tl.e
year as may be necessary to fulfill its func-
tions under paragraph (a) of this section. The
time, place and manner of such meetings shall
be determined by the Council.

(c) The SEA shall include in its title I adminis-
trative budget adequate funds for the State
advisory council to obtain the services of such
professional, technical, and clerical personnel
as may be necessary to enable it to carry out
its functions under paragraph (a) of this
section, and to contract for such services as
may be necessary to enable it to carry out its
evaluation functions.

Parent Involvement
The NACEDC recommends that DCE and USOE’s

regional offices undertake a program of dissemination
of simplified regulations to PAC’s which are man-

4 10 @

dated now, and hold regional conferences with these
PAC representatives discussing title I and its regula-
tions.

The NACEDC recommends that title I materials be
made available to the parent advisory councils in the
format and language most easily understood by the
entire community.

The NACEDC further recommends that PAC’s be
mandatory at the local school level, with representa-
tives on the districtwide council whih is already
mandated.

The NACEDC recommends that to make parent
advisory councils more effective and to guarantee
better parent representation on the councils, the
Office of Education declare to the States that local
target title I school advisory councils be an essential
part of the local education agency’s title I applica-
tion.

Although the NACEDC applauds all forms of
parent participation, we prefer the formal structure
of an advisory council for each target school building.
In addition, we recommend that, in school districts
above a given size—such critical size to be determined
by the Division of Compensatory Education—there be
a parent advisory group to the district. The mem-
bership of this district council should include dele-
gates from each target area council.

The National Advisory Council on the Education
of Disadvantaged Children recommends that

1. ESEA amendments or guidelines assure imme-
diately mandatory parental involvement at the
local school level.

2. Title I materials be made available to the parent
advisory councils in the format and language
most easily understood by the entire commu-
nity.

3. DCE encourage the inservice training of parent
advisory council members by providing special
incentive grants through the States for exem-
plary projects which emphasize parent involve-
ment and parent education.

4. Federal allotments to States for State ad minis-
tration provide for the development of locally
oriented, simple, public information for par-
ents.

5. Governing boards of school districts be encour-
aged to give full recognition to the advisory
councils as legitimate advisors in the educa-
tional program, as required by law.

6. Roles and functions of advisory councils be
clearly and jointly delineated by the members
of the council and the school district.

7. The governing board of the school district
communicate promptly to the members of the
advisory council the results of their study of
the recommendations made by the PAC.

8. PAC’s verify that sufficient funds for secretarial
services and other needed services have been
applied for by the school district in its title I




proposal, and prior to submission of that
section of the application, the PAC and the
school district come to a common understand-
ing of the budget the PAC will have.

9. When language is a barrier to communication,
the school assign staff who are bilingual to
assist both the council and the school district in
understanding each other’s point of view.

Desegregation

The Council recommends that a Federal guideline
be issued so that the practice of separation from
other students for the purposes of receiving undiluted
title I services is not abused.

The NACEDC recommends that DCE adjust the
wording in ESEA Title I Program Guide 64 referring
to segregated private institutions. The NACEDC
recommends the following wording:

Title I services are not to be offered on the
premises of any school established to evade
desegregation or having admissions and curricu-
lar policies that systematically exclude minority
children. This prohibition should not be con-
strued in such a way as to deny services to title
I-eligible children attending private schools,
when these schools have substantial minority
enroliments due to residence patterns, but lack
the legal obligation and the legal remedies to
meet ethnic ratios or other enrollment criteria
fixed by court orders or other governmental
directives.

Nonpublic School Children

In view of the wide disparity among States in this
regard and resulting inzqnities in opportunity and
participation by nonpublic school children, the Coun-
cil recommends that section 143 of title 1 be
amended to incorporate a “bypass” mechanism,
similar to title III, ESEA, section 307.f (1-2).

(H)(1) In any State which has a State plan
approved under section 305(c) and in which no
State agency is authorized by law to provide, or
in which there is a substantial failure to
provide, for effective participation on an equi-
table basis in programs authorized by this title
by children enrolled in any one or more private
elementary or secondary schools of such State
in the area or areas served by such programs,
the Commissioner shall arrange for the provi-
sion, on an equitable basis, of suth programs
and shall pay the costs thereof for any fiscal
year out of that State s allotment. The Commis-
sioner may arrange for such programs through
contracts with institutions of higher education,
or other competent nonprofit institutions or
organizations.

(2) In determining the amount to be with-
held from any State’s allotment for the pro-
vision of such programs, the Commissioner shall
take into account the number of children and -
teachers in the area or areas served by such
programs who are excluded from participation
therein and who, except for such exclusion,
might reasonably have been expected to partici-
pate.

The NACEDC recommends that all LEA’s should,
in their needs assessment, determine, according to the
poverty formula and some other educational stand-
ard, the educationally disadvantaged children attend-
ing their nonpublic schools.

The NACEDC recommends further that these
statistics on nonpublic school enrollments be applied
to the determination of the title I application from
the public school district, so that nonpublic school
children receive an equitable share of services based
upon the proportion of nonpublic school children to
the total number of the eligible children in the
district.

The NACEDC recommends that services to disad-
vantaged children enrolled in nonpublic schools
should be provided in a manner and location most
appropriate to the nature of the program and to the
population to be served.

The NACEDC recommends that DCE issue a
statement in these guidelines reparding the private
schools, so that private schools will be included in the
reranking of target attendance areas.

The NACEDC recommends that DCE discourage
the practice of identifying private school participants
by “matching” private schools with identified title I
schools that are located in the same geographical area.
Matching on a geographical-institutional basis would.
not always (perhaps rarely) successfully identify the
highest concentration of eligible private school chil-
dren. Given an adequate data base, the target non-
public school sites can be identified in the same
manner as the public school—by school attendance
areas.

Follow Through Program

The NACEDC is interested in the Five Year Plan
for Follow Through proposed by DCE, and would
like DCE to demonstrate that an increase in services
to disadvantaged children can really result from a cost
reduction effort.

The NACEDC supports the move to encourage
concentrating title I spending on the lower elemen-
tary grades, and to proliferate the positive experiences
from Follow Through throughout title I projects.

Migtants

The NACEDC compliments the Migrant Programs
Branch and DCE for implementing this system, and
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recommends that USOE now accumulate data on
how many migrant children are being served and their
educational achievement with the data already col-
lected.

Now that Phase I and II of the program have been
implemented successfully, the NACEDC recommends
that there be a Phase III, which will utilize this
information for effective delivery of services to
migrant children.

Neglected and Delinquent Children in
State Institutions

The NACEDC suggests that a task force made up
of Federal, State, and local administrators, law
enforcement officers, and judges be established by
June 30, 1972, to report by December 30, 1972, to
DCE and the NACEDC on improving the expendi-
tures of title I in this area, to effect maximum
delivery of services and superior programs for these
children.

The NACEDC requests that DCE evaluate care-
fully programs in these institutions and report exem-
plary projects to the Council by June 1972,

The NACEDC requests that DCE release by July 1,
1972, the handbook on this legislation, so that
administrators of programs in State institutions for
the neglected and delinquent have a better working
and planning ability for the next fiscal year’s expendi-
tures.

The Right To Read

The NACEDC recommends that the Congress
amcnd ESEA (o target the SS00 million in reading

program money scattered throughout USOLE to the
Right To Read progeain.

In addition, the NACEDC recommends that there
be separate legislation for the Right To Read pro-
gram, and separate funding, so that the USOE focus
on reading as a goal for the seventies can be
effectively accomplished, and so that functional
illiteracy can be erased in the next decade.

Teacher Training

The NACEDC recommends that teacher training
include sufficient preservice and inservice ceitrses to
prepare all teachers for the future possibility of
desegregation plans in the school district in which
they find employment.

The NACEDC recommends that teachers who are
cmployed in title I projects have backgrounds which
sufficiently prepare them to work in this highly
specialized field.

The NACEDC recommends that USOE undertake
a data scarch to identify title ! funds which are used
for teacher training,

The NACEDC further recommends that DCE
earmark any funds spent by other programs for
teacher training in poverty-evel schools, and provide
this information to the Council.

The Council recommends that the following be set
in motion:

(1) That every LEA be required to assess teacher
needs for inservice training and, upon com-
pletion of assessment, make well-planned
training programs part of the title 1 proposal.

(2) That such programs be evaluated and informa-
tion on effective programs be disseminated.




DELIVERY OF SERVICES

1. Title I ESEA and the Federal Budget:
A Comparison of Priorities

Title I appropriations have increased by $638
million since 1965. However, the total proportion of
that amount to the Federal budget reflects a decrease
in effort from .7 percent to .6 percent.

Support of title I increased from an appropriation
of $959 million in fiscal year 1966 to $1.565 billion
in fiscal year 1972. The President has requested
$1.597 billion for fiscal year 1973. This represents a
decrease in proportion, and with inflation of approxi-
mately 20 percent from 1966 added to that, the title
I dollar is shrunk even more. Considering further that
that education dollar shrinks most rapidly, since it
must buy teacher salaries and construction of facili-
ties, and these are the fastest rising costs, title I has
suffered great attrition in appropriations over the
years.

During the same period of time, due to lack of
funds, and on the basis of evidence that demonstrates
a minimum dollar amount which “makes a differ-
ence” for educationally deprived children, title I
service has decreased from 9 million children to 7.5
million children. The last study completed in 1970
documents that there are 20 million children living in
attendance areas with high concentrations of children
from low-income families. Therefore, it is possible to
estimate that title I is reaching approximately one-
third of the population Congress intended it to serve.

Title T ESEA at the U.S. Office of Education

At the Office of Education, title I is the largest
program in budget expenditures, with 27.2 percent of
the total USOE budget. It serves the most children
and receives the most funds.

With programs from other funding sources, in
addition to title I, OF presently targets more than
$2.3 billion to the disadvantaged. (Table 1, pp. 8-9)

State Spending for Compensatory Education

Thirteen States have compensatory education pro-
grams of their own. Table 2 (sec p. 10) lists those
States and the amounts they have been spending
during the past 2 years.

The NACEDC recommends that additional States
contribute State funds to improve the education of
educationally disadvantaged children.

13
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The NACEDC recommends that the Division
of Compensatory Education give priority to those
13 States with special incentive grants for providing
State-funded compensatory education programs.

The NACEDC recommends that States be encour-
aged to spend State funds for compensatory educa-
tion programs by not counting those State funds in
comparability data.

The Fiscal Year 1972 Program

Table 3 (see pp. 11-13) is a jurisdictional break-
down of title I expenditures by program.

The NACEDC recommends that Congress review
the State administration formula of 1 perc%nt of the
State title I allotment, and consider improving that
ratio.

The Council examination of the title I budget
reflects serious concern that insufficient funds are
being spent to accomplish a difficult task. It is
certainly necessary to improve the quality of the
spending for disadvantaged children and their educa-
tion; however, it is of great concern to the Council
that merely one-third of the eligible children are
being served.

2. Title I Audit Exceptions

Title I is administered through a State department
of education, according to the law which established
the program. The Federal Government, after being
assured by appropriaie State officials, including the
State Attorney General, that Federal regulations will
be upheld, sends the entitled money to the SEA for
distribution according to the law and guidelines.
Therefore, the ultimate responsibility for the legal
operation of title I programs and for the implementa-
tion of program rules rests with the State.

Since the beginning of title I, the DHEW Audit
Agency has reviewed the title I administration of
most SEA’s, but no efforts toward enforcements have
been made. These audits are done in cooperation with
the U.S. Office of Education, and often a State is not
visited more than once every 3 years. When audit
exceptions are discovered, negotiations take place
between the SEA and the Office of Education to
determine the reason for the error or to justify
spending funds in the disputed manner.

The NACEDC supports the Commissioner of
Education’s effort to enforce the title I regulations, as
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. Table 2. State spending for compensatory education’
State 1970-71 1971-72

California .............civvvvrnn.. $39,400,000 $39,400,000
Colorado. . .. . ...t ii ittt 1,547,000 1,000,000
Connecticut .........citiiiennnnn 8,500,000 6,500,000
Delaware .......cciiiiiiiinnnnenns 500,000 500,000
Hawaii ................ . i unn. 1,592,544 1,655,065
Michigan. .. .......... ... .. i, 16,500,000 23,000,000
Nebraska .............. ..., L.B.448: State Aid; in 20 districts, 1 pupil counts as 2.
NewYork ........cciviiiiiiennn.. 62,740,000 52,090,000
Ohio ......iiiiiii it ittt eenn, 22,254,431 28,745,142 33,337,400 projected
Pennsylvania ....................... 1,000,000 1,000,000
RhodeIsland ....................... 2,000,000 2,000,000
Washington. ... ...........c.ovvnnn. 5,141,240 2,975,710
Wisconsin................ .o 844,685 842,045

Total ..................... 162,019,900 159,707,962

v
4

! From USOE statistics, February 1972.

long as title I-eligible children are not victims of the
enforcement.

In September 1971, Dr. Sidney P. Marland, Jr.,
Commissioner of Education, requested that
$5,586,603 be returned from six States and the
District of Columbia to the U.S. Treasury. The
amounts were as follows:

misspent in the first place, and if the funds are
recalled, the likelihood of their receiving these serv-
ices during that year is doubtful.

An alternative is to continue to deal at the State
level. Legally, the States have assured the Commis-
sioner of Education that Federal regulations would be
followed and monitoring would be done by the SEA.

Therefore, the NACEDC recommends that the

Arizona $1417,374 States be required to spend from their own funds an
California 1,101,359 amount equivalent to the audit exception, on title I-
District of Columbia 1,560,787 eligible children according to title I regulations, in the
Michigan 928,640 LEA’s where the questionable expenditures occurred.
Pennsylvania 355,479 The Council suggests that this is a better alterna-
Washington 189,628 tive, since title I-eligible children will be served in the
Wisconsin 33,336 “year of compliance.”
Whether the LEA’s must return funds to the State,
Total: $5,586,603 or the State should be responsible for the amount, is

Through misunderstanding, it has been suggested
that these six States and the District of Columbia
were singled out for punitive action. That is not the
case. The DHEW Audit Agency continues to audit
every State at some time, and as exceptions come to
light, corrective measures will now be taken by the
Commissioner. :

As many as 31 States have not been contacted for
a total of $24,491,184 in misspent funds.

. Alternative Measures
i

'7.~a\0

When funds are recalled, the Council takes note of
the fact that title I-eligible children are losing their
statutory entitlement twice over. They did not
receive authorized services when the funds were

10 116

h Y

an issue to be resolved at the SEA level. Only the
SEA knows whether or not an application was filed in
bad faith, or a proposal was known to be in violation
preceding State approval. However, it is necessary to
remember that the States have the final approval or
denial of applications for title I entitlements. Any
State may and should deny an LEA application with
proposals to misuse monies.

A clear case of misused monies would be a project
which was determined to be in violation of the law,
which had not been included in the title I application,
and which the State did not have an opportunity to
review in advance.

The enforcement of title I regulations has raised
considerable controversy among the States with
discovered audit exceptions. Reasons for the misused
monies have not always been clear-cut, and these

S S ST
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misunderstandings are being resolved through con-
tinued negotiations. However, for the $1.5 billion
flow of services to the disadvantaged child to have
impact, it is mandatory that the U.S. Office of
Educafion take steps when the law has been violated.

3. National Program Review of Title I ESEA,
Fiscal Year 1972

The National Program Review of Title I ESEA is
taken from data supplied by USOE as a result of DCE
area teams’ visiting every State in fiscal year 1971.
These data indicate that State administration of title I
is improving, but that States need further develop-
ment of their role as the central administrator of
title I.

Without evaluating any individual State’s title I
programs’ effectiveness, the Council would like to
indicate the degree of the State’s role as custodian of
title I funds.

Last year’s report of the Council criticized the

serious lack of sufficient fiscal audits and program

reviews from the Federal level during 1965-1970.
Finally, DCE has reviewed every State in fiscal year
1971, and 11 States in fiscal year 1972, Technical
assistance has been provided, goals have been estab-
lished, and a State-by-State assessment has been
made.

The 1971 results demonstrate that USOE is
moving into a position where it has greater control of
its title I objectives than in early years of adminis-
tering the title. Innovation still exists on a smull scale,
but overall, it is demonstrated that title I has become
an identifiable, readily implemented prescription for
educationally deprived children. Certain components
are almost alwaysa part of the LEA proposal, such as
reading; cultural enrichment; inservice training; and
nutritional, health, and psychological services.

The small research and development feature of the
national title I program is being reduced, and the
emphasis is being placed on implementation of the
experience gained between 1966 and the present. The
Follow Through program, once a generous national
research and development laboratory for grades K-3,
intendcd to capitalize on gains made in Project Head
Start, is gradually being phased out as an innovative
tool. Positive experience from the Follow Through
program will be disseminated throughout title I.so
that it can be expanded to help more children with
fewer Federal outlays per child. The Council will
discuss Follow Through in another section of the
report.

If USOE can recommend now with certainty the
formula which does compensate disadvantaged chil-
dren for their educational deprivation, this stabiliza-
tion of the title I program, based upon 6% years of
funding, holds promise. The NACEDC is not satisfied
that 'dr formula is available at this time, and will

LA
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continue to examine closely the new component
approach to educating disadvantaged children.

The NACEDC recommends that DCE demon-
strate, through dissemination of exemplary projects
during fiscal years 1972 and 1973, that the experi-
ence gained in administering title I justifies the
stabilization of the program.

The NACEDC requests that USOE’s Office of
Program Planning and Evaluation and National Center
for Educational Statistics provide us and other title I
consumers with recent evalnative data on the suc-
cesses in title I and on how this information is being
disseminated for replication to the 16,000 partici-
pating school districts.

The DCE Program Reviews and Council Comment

The area desk for each USOE region in the
Division of Compensatory Education has made a
thorough review of the implementation of title I
State by State. This information has bzen provided to
the Council, and after careful study, the Council
makes the following report.

USOE program reviews focus on three elements of
concern:

1. SEA management of the State program

2. SEA management of LEA projects, applica-

tions, and program

3. SEA compliance with effective regulations and

guidelines, i.e., private schools, comparability.
dissemination, and parent involvement.

SEA Management of the State Program
and LEA Projects

In 1971 States we:2 on the threshold of improving
the administration of title I. Generally, States have
identified priority needs to the LEA’s for project
planning; however, these needs have not been devel-
oped with the assistance of evaluations or statistical
research. The NACEDC recommends that the States
prepare careful evaluations of current title I programs
and use the data collected therein for project
approval and encouragement.

The NACEDC further recommends that the States
develop evaluation procedures to ascertain what
cognitive, affective, psychomotor, and supportive
services are best able to compensate for title I-eligible
children’s educational deprivation.

The States need to demonstrate leadership in LEA
project planning and to provide up-to-date informa-
tion on exemplary projects which can have possibili-
ties of replication throughout the State.

With better internal management, States can
improve their role. DCE reviews have demonstrated
that there is little or no staff development for State
title I staffs throughout the country, that there is
little coordination among title I staffs and other




compensatory education activities within the States,
and that the application approval stage is lacking in
program objectives.

This results in annual reports from States which
indicate that they do not follow up on misspent
funds or unsuccessful programs. No States package
title I with other titles of ESEA for maximum
impact. Forty States do not monitor each LEA at
least once a year.

The NACEDC recommends that SEA’s monutor
each LEA at least once a year.

The NACEDC further recommends thar SEA’s
seek to package the titles of ESEA so that a .trong
attack is made on educational disadvantage. The
NACEDC recommends that SEA’s use titles I, I, I,
and VII of ESEA and the Education Professions
Development Act in a singleminded strategy of
conquering educational disadvantage.

To accomplish these goals, the States need assist-
ance in developing a systematic approaches to data
collection, evaluation, and fiscal management.

The Regulations

Private Schools.—Title I delivery of services to
private school children has not been effectively
administered by SEA officials. States are approving
applications which appear on the surface to be in
compliance, and have monitored these projects on a
very scattered basis. There are indications, which are
known to USOE, that some States, in defiance of
assurances made to the U.S. Commissioner by the
State Attorney General, have retreated behind State
laws to deny participation to private school children.

NACEDC recommends that USOE reaffirm the
commitments each State has made to the U.S.
Commissioner of Education, and that the regulations
which apply to eligible children enrolled in private
schools be fully enforced. _

Comparability. —Comparability is a new regulation
about which States have been advised for well over a
year. Comparability requires that all sources of
monies which result in the total per pupil expenditure
before title I funds are added be equalized in the
school district, so that each student receives the same
per pupil expenditure. Only after this }as been
accomplished can title I funds be added for title
I—eligible children, to contribute effectively to a true
compensatory education program.

This concept is an extension of the early regula-
tions, which state that title I monies are to “supple-
ment and not supplant” local expenditures. Simply
stated, this means that title I is designed to be “some-
thing extra” for educationally disadvantaged children.

The States have generally informed the LEA’s:

about comparability requirements, and need now to
provide assistance for LEA’s to accomplish this goal
uniformly throughout each State.

Parent [Involvement.! —Regulations governing
parent involvement are now effective. There must be
a parent advisory council (PAC) on the school district
level for parents of title I—eligible children. Informa-
tion must be readily provided to PAC members, and
the most pertinent documents (i.e., the title |
application) must be provided to parents free of
charge.

In fiscal year 1971 the States, on the average,
approved only those applications on which appeared
a statemcnt from the PAC regarding the PAC posi-
tion. However, PAC’s nced strong support from the
State level in application approval, compliance
enforcement, technical assistance, and coordination
with community services.

The NACEDC recommends that parent involve-
ment be expanded to the local school level, and that a
parent advisory council be established for each target
school. The Council suggests that the membership of
the districtwide council reflect representation of
these local school PAC’s and that parents be encour-
aged to be members of these groups.

Fiscal Year 1972

The NACEDC has been encouraged by the State-
by-State reviews conducted in fiscal year 1971 and
would like to see a continuation of this management
practice by USOE. However, due to budget considera-
tions, the Federal staff cutback, and other reasons,

only 14 States have been reviewed so far in the first 8

months of fiscal year 1972.

The NACEDC considers the program review tech-
nique of USOE to be a valuable management tool for
both the USOE and the SEA. However, the Council
has found it difficult to locate data,and DCE has not
been able to provide this data, on pertinent items
contained in State evaluation reports. Figures to an-
swer such questions as “How many Indians are served
with title I funds?”’ or “How many title I—eligible
children are there?” or “What percentage of title I
dollars is being spent for reading, teacher training,
etc.?” have been repeatedly requested by this Coun-
cil. States should be able to provide this information
and DCE should have it available.

The NACEDC welcomes the beginning of program
reviews in each State by USOE, and recommends that
USOE retricve useful data from these reviews as well
as provide technical assistance to the States.

4, State Advisory Councils for Title I

While reviewing programs for the disadvantaged
child during the past year, several subcommittces
independently arrived at the common conclusion that
State advisory councils for title 1 would contribute a

ISee also chapter on Parent Involvement.




great deal to the effective administration of the
program. The conclusion was based upon the com-
mon premise that it is important for the decision-
makers, the application approvers, and the data
disseminators to have input from the practitioners
and consumers of title I services.

Since for title I the legal and ‘administrative
responsibility is at the State level, and since encour-
agement by the current Presidential Administration
for State-based programs is strong, the NACEDC
recommends that there be established State advisory
councils for title I.

The suggested format for the State advisory
council for title I would be pattemed after existing
State councils, and a legislative proposal follows.
However, the NACEDC wishes to emphasize that it
does not wish to establish a parallel bureaucracy at
the State level to the State departments of education.

Legislative Proposal for State Advisory Council for
Title I: Establishment and Certification

(a) Each State desiring to receive payments under
title I of the act and the regulations for this
part for any fiscal year shall sstablish a state
advisory council of not more than 21 mem-
bers which is appointed by the Governor and
is broadly representative and proportionate of
the cultural and educational resources of the
State and of the public, including persons
representative of
(1) elementary and secondary schools
(2) institutions of higher education
(3) areas of professional competence in deal-
ing with children needing special edu-
cation because of physical or mental
handicaps

(4) areas of professional competence in
guidance, counseling, and testing

(5) elected members of mandated parent
advisory councils for title I who are
representatives of parents of children
from low-income families

(6) private school administrators and persons
knowledgeable about private schools’ title
I programs

(7) persons knowledgeable regarding migrant
programs throughout the State

(8) persons of special or professional compe-
tence in dealing with children in neglected
and delinquent institutions

(9) the general public.

(b) The Chief State School Officer and members
of the SEA shall be ineligible to serve on the
State advisory council either as chairman or as
a voting member.

(c) The SEA shall certify the establishment of and
the membership of its State advisory council

to the U.S. Commissioner of Education at
least 90 days prior to the beginning of any
fiscal year in which the State desires to receive
its title 1 entitlement. The certification shall
include the name, education, experience, and
current position of each person serving on the
State advisory council and shall specify which
interest under paragraph (a) of this section
each person represents.

Functions

(a) The functions of the State advisory council
shall include:

(1) Advising the State education agency on
the preparation of and policy matters
arising in the administration of the State
priorities and plan, and in the develop-
ment of the policies and procedures re-
quired by these regulations, including
educational priorities resulting from State
evaluations of title I programs.

(2) Preparing and submitting an annual report -
to the Governor, copies of which may be
sent to the Chief State School Officer, the
State Legislature, the NACEDC, and the
U.S. Commissioner of Education regard-
ing the operation of the title I program in
the State.

(b) The State advisory council shall meet and
select a chairman from its membership within
30 days after certification :as been accepted
by the U.S. Commissioner of Education, and
shall meet at such other times throughout the
year as may be necessary to fulfill its func-
tions under paragraph (a) of this section. The
time and place and manner of such meetings
shall be determined by the Council.

(c) The SEA shall include in its tiile I administra-
tive budget adequate funds for the State
aclvisory council to obtain the services of such
professional, technical, and clerical personnel
a3 may be necessary to enable it to carry out
its functions under paragraph (a) of this
seciion, and to contract for such services as
may be necessary to enable it to carry out its
evaluation functions.

5. New Federal Regulations, Title I ESEA, 1971

Public Law 91-230, passed on April 13, 1970,
legislated changes in policies regarding public infor-
mation, bonus pay, parent involvement, and compara-
bility to which the USOE was to respond with new
regulations.

Eighteen months later, the regulations were finally
accepted, and they appeared in final form in the
Federal Register on October 14, 1971.




Q

ERIC

JAruitoxt provided by ERic

Public Information

It is now law that each school district must
provide to the general public information concerning
the provisions of title I, the applicant’s past and
present title I programs, and evaluation of those
programs. The LEA must also provide upon request
the full text of title I applications and all pertinent
documents regarding those applications. The full
regulation appears below:

(n) Each application by a local educational agency for
a grant under title I of the Act shall include specific plans
for disseminating information concerning the provisions
of title I, and the applicant’s past and present title I
programs, including evaluations of such programs, to
parents and to the general public and for making available
to them upon request the full text of current and past
title I applications, all pertinent documents related to
those applications, evaluations of the applicant’s past title
I projects, all reports required by §116.23 to be
submitted to the State educational agency, and such other
documents as may be reasonably necessary to meet the
needs of such parents or other members of the public for
information related to the comprehensive planning, opera-
tion, and evaluation of the title I program but not
including information relating to the performance of
identified children and teachers. Such plans shall include
provision for the reproduction, upon request, of such
documents free of charge or at reasonable cost (not to
exceed the additional costs incurred which are not
covered by title I funds) or provisions whereby persons
requesting such copies will be given adequate opportunity
to arrange for the reproduction of such documents.

(20 U.S.C. 214e, 12314)

The NACEDC feels that the public information
regulation will insure that parents of title I children
have all pertinent documents made available to them
upon request.

Parental Involvement

Parent advisory councils on the school district
level are now required by law. After the Commis-
sioner of Education determined that this depth of
parent involvement would contribute positively to
the effectiveness of the title I program, a regulation
was developed to accomplish this involvement.

The regulation appears below:

(o) (1) Parental involvement at the local level is
deemed to be an important means of increasing the
effectiveness of programs under title I of the Act. Each
application of a local educational agency (other than a
State agency directly responsible for providing free public
education for handicapped children or for children in
institutions for neglected and delinquent children) for
assistance under that title, therefore, (i)shall describe
how parents of the children to be served were consulted
and involved in the planning of the project and (ii) shull
set forth specific plans for continuing the involvement of
such parents in the further planning and in the develop-
ment and operation of the project.

' wha
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(2) Each local educational agency shall, prior to the
submission of an application for fiscal year 1972 and any
succeeding fiscal year, establish a council in which parents
(not employed by the local educational agency) of
educationally deprived children residing in attendance
areas which are to be served by the project, constitute
more than a simple majority, or designate for that
purpose an existing organized group in which such parents
will constitute more than a simple majority, and shall
include in its application sufficient information to enable
the State educational agency to make the following
determinations:

(i) That the local educational agency has taken
appropriate measures to insure the selection of parents to
the parent council who are representative (a) of the
children eligible to be served (including such children
enrolled in private schools) and (b) of the attendance
areas to be included in the title I program of such agency;

(ii) That cach member of the council has been
furnished free of charge copies of title I of the Act, the
Federal regulations, guidelines, and criteria issued pur-
suant thereto, State title I regulations and guidelines, and
the local educational agency’s current application; and
that such other information as may be needed for the
effective involvement of the council in the planning,
development, operation, and evaluation of projects under
said title I (including prior applications for title I projects
and evaluations thereof) will also be made available to the
council;

(iii) That the local educational agency has provided
the parent council with the agency’s plans for future title
I projects and programs, together with a description of
the process of planning and developing those projects and
programs, and the projected times at which each stage of
the process will start and be completed;

(iv) That the parent council has had an adequate
opportunity to consider the information available con-
cerning the special educational needs of the educationally
deprived children residing in the project areas, and the
various programs available to meet those needs, and to
make recommendations concerning those needs which
should be addressed through the title I program and
similar programs;

(v) That the parent council has had an opportunity to
review evaluations of prior title I programs and has been
informed of the performance criteria by which the
proposed program is to be evaluated;

(vi) That the title I program in each project area
includes specific provisions for informing and consulting
with parents concerning the services to be provided for
their children under title I of the Act and the ways in
which such parents can assist their children in realizing
the benefits those services are intended to provide;

(vii) That the local educational agency has adequate
procedures to insure prompt response to complaints and
suggestions from parents an¢ parent council;

(viii) That all parents of children to be served have

had an opportunity to present their views concerning the -

application to the appropriate school personnel, and that
the parent council has had an opportunity to submit
comments to the State educational agency concerning the
application at the time it is submitted, which comments
the State educational agency shall consider in determining
whether or not the application shall be approved.

(3) The State educational agency may establish such
additional rules and procedures, not inconsistent with the
provisions of this section, as may be reasonably necessary
to insure the involvement of parents and the proper
organization and functioning of parent councils.

(20 U.S.C. 1231d)
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The Council supports these steps which the Com-
missioner has taken to encourage parent involvement
in title I and makes the following two recommenda-
tions:

The NACEDC recommends that, where appro-
priate, title I materials be made available to the
parent advisory councils in the easiest language
understood by the community.

The NACEDC further recommends that PAC's be
mandatory at the local school level, with representa-
tives on the districtwide council which is already
mandated.

Bonus Pay for Teachers

Although it is possible for LEA’s to pay teachers a
financial bonus out of title I funds to attract them to
serve in title [ schools, there are sufficient safeguards
in the regulation to permit the NACEDC to support it
as it now stands.

The full regulation (section 116.17) appears
below:

(p) An application for a grant for a project under title
I of the Act may include, as a part of the applicant’s
program, provision for the payment of bonuses to
teachers in a limited number of schools serving attendance
areas with exceptionally high concentrations of children
from low-income families. For the purposes of this
paragraph, the term “teacher” means a person holding a
teaching certificate in the State. Such a person is regarded
as a teacher only to the extent that he has a regular
instructional assignment and only to the extent that he is
taken into account in the computation of pupil-teacher
ratios in the State. The eligibility of teachers for such
bonuses may be made subject to such conditions, includ-
ing the completion of prescribed courses of special
training, as may be imposed by the local educational
agency with the approval of the State educational agency.
Such bonuses must be reasonable in amount but must be
deemed by the approving State educational agency to be
sufficient to attract to, or retain at, such schools the
teachers best qualified to help meet the special educa-
tional needs of the educationally deprived children to be
served by the program of that agency. A project applica-
tion that includes provision for the payment of teacher
bonuses must demonstrate that the applicant’s regular
salary schedule has not attracted or has not retained
sufficient numbers of teachers of high caliber in the area
in which the teucher bonus provision is to be made
applicable. It must also demonstrate how the local
educational agency plans to recruit, hire, provide in-
service training to, and evaluate all teachers who will
receive bonuses, and how such teachers will serve as an
integral part of the title I program. The continuation of
the payment of teacher bonuses by a local educational
agency beyond a 2-year period shall be conditioned upon
a demonstration in project applications for subsequent
years that bonus payments in the school district have in
fact been effective in attracting and retaining teachers of
high caliber and that such teachers have significantly
contributed to improving the performance of educa-
tionally deprived children. For that purpose, the State
educational agency must assume a special respensibility
for monitoring and evaluating teacher bonus components
of programs in the light of specific measurable goals and
must collect and maintain data on the extent of the use
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and the effectiveness of such teacher bonus components
of prograins under title I of the Act.

(20 U.S.C. 241e(a)(1))

Comparability

The inient of Congress in title I was to have
Federal funds added to local and State funds provid-
ing services to disadvantaged children. This would
then give to disadvantaged children the *“something
extra,” the added assistance, they needed so desper-
ately to overcome the underachievement they had
experienced.

Although the Council supports general aid to
education as has been proposed in current legjslation
in the Congress, we feel that the special characteris-
tics of title I must be preserved. Comparability
regulations help this preservation by requiring school
districts to spend the same amount per pupil before
title I monies are added to supplemental services. This
discrimination in favor of the educationally disadvan-
taged maximizes the positive results of compensatory
education. Under no circumstances should title I
monies be used as general aid.

The reason for this may have been philosophical.
Title [ was the first instance of passage of ‘an
educational law discriminating in favor of poor
children. However, philosophical or not, the clear
intent of Congress was not to provide general aid, but
special assistance to disadvantaged children.

To reclarify this intent, Congress amended ESEA
in April 1970 to include a *‘comparability” state-
ment, and USOE was required to prescribe regula-
tions under this amendment.

The new regulation reprinted below was made
effective on October 14, 1971, 18 months after the
amendment to title I.

§116.26 Comparability of services.

(a) A State educational agency shall not approve an
application of a local educational agency (other than a
State agency directly responsible for providing free public
education for handicapped children or for children in
institutions for neglected or delinquent children) for the
fiscal year 1972 and subsequent fiscal years unless that
agency has filed, in accordance with instructions issued by
the State educational agency, information as set forth in
paragraphs (b) and (c) of this section upon which the
State educational agency will determine whether the
services, taken as a whole, to be provided with State and
local funds in each of the school attendance areuas to be
served by a project under title I of the Act are at least
comparable to the services being provided in the school
attendance areas of the applicant’s school district which
are not to be served by a project under said title I. For the
purpose of this section, State and local funds include
those funds used in determinations of fiscal effort in
accordance with §116.45.

(b) The State educational agency shall require each
local educational agency, except as provided under
paragraph (d) of this section, to submit data, based on
services provided from State and local expenditures for
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subparagraphs (2) through (7) of this paragraph, for each
public school to be served by a project under title I of the
Act and, on a combined basis, for all other public schools
in the district serving children in corresponding grade
level, which schools are not served by projects under that
title. Such data shall show (1) the average daily member-
ship, (2) the average number of assigned certified class-
room teachers, (3)the average number of assigned
certified instructional staff other than teachers, (4) the
average number of assigned noncertified instructional
staff, (5) the amount expended for instructional salaries,
(6) the amount of such salaries expended for longevity
pay, and (7) the amounts expended for other instruc-
tional costs, such as the costs of textbooks, library
resources, and other instructional materials, as defined in
§ 117.1() of this chapter; and such other information as
the State educational agency may require and utilize for
the purpose of determining comparability of services
under this section. The data so provided shall be data for
the second fiscal year preceding the fiscal year in which
the project applied for under said title I is to be carried
out unless a local educational ageney finds that it has
more recent adequate data from the immediately
preceding fiscal year which would be more suitable for
the purpose of determining comparability under this
section.

(c) The data submitted by the local educational
agency based on services provided with State and local
expenditures, shall, in addition to the information
required under paragraph (b) of this section, show for
each public school serving children who are to participate
in projects under title I of the Act and for the average of
all public schools in the school district serving corre-
sponding grade levels but not serving children under title I
of the Act, on the basis of pupils in average daily
membership;

(1) The average number of pupils per assigned'

certified classroom teacher;

(2) The average number of pupils per assigned
certified instructional staff member (other than teachers);

(3) The average number of pupils per assigned non-
certified instructional staff member;

(4) The amounts expended per pupil for instructional
salaries (other than longevity pay); and,

(5) The amounts expended per pupil for other
instructional costs, such as the costs of textbooks, library
resources, and other instructional materials.

The services provided at a school where children will
be served under said title I are deemed to be
comparable for the purposes of this section if the
ratios for that school determined in accordance with
subparagraphs (1), (2), and (3) of this paragraph do
not exceed 105 percent of the corresponding ratios for
the said other schools in the district, and if the ratios
for that school determined in accordance with subpara-
graphs (4) and (5) of this paragraph are at least 95
percent of the corresponding ratios for said other
schools, State educational agencies may, subject to the
approval of the Commissioner, purpose and establish
criteria, in addition to those specified in this section,
which must be met by local educational agencics.

(d) The Statc educational agency shall not approve
project applications under title I of the Act for fiscal year
1972 unless the applicant local educational agency has
submitted the data required by paragraphs (b) and (c) of
this section. Such data must be submitted to the State
educational agency no later than July 1, 1971, and July 1
of each year thereafter. In the case of local educational
agencies the data for which indicate a failure to meet the
standards for comparability described in this section, such
applications must indicate how such comparability will be
achieved by the beginning of fiscal year 1973. Applica-
tions for fiscal year 1973 and succeeding fiscal years shall
not be approved unless the State educational agency
(1) finds, on the basis of the data submitted, that the
local educational agency has achieved coinparability (as
described in this section) and has filed a satisfactory
assurance that such comparability will be maintained, or,
(2) in the case of a local educational agency the data for
which indicate a failure to meet such standards of
comparability, receives from that local educational agency
information with respect to projected budgets, staff
assigninents, and other pertinent matters showing that
comparability will be achieved by the beginning of that
fiscal year, together with a satisfactory assurance that
such comparability will be maintained during the period
for which such application is submitted. Notwithstanding
the foregoing provisions no action shall be required of any
local educational agency concerning the achievement of
comparability with respect to subparagraphs (2) and (3)
of paragraph (c) of this section if less than the equivalent
of a full time staff member would be required to achieve
such comparability.

(e) An agency which has an allocation of less than
$50,000 for the fiscal year under parts A, B, and C of title
I of the Act, and which is operating schools where chil-
dren are not to be served under that title shall file a
satisfactory assurance that it will use its State and local
funds to provide services in its schools serving children
who are to participate in projects under that title, which
services are comparable to the scrvices so provided in
these schools serving children in corresponding grade
levels which are not to be served by a project under that
title. Such an agency shall also file the data required by
paragraph (b) (1), (2), (3), and (4) of this section and the
data required by paragraph (c) (1), (2), and (3) of this
section.

(D) The requirements of this section are not applicable
to a local educational agency which is operating only one
school serving children at the grade levels at which
services under said title I are to be provided or which has
designated the whole of the school district as a project
area in accordance with §116.17(d).

(20 U.S.C. 241e(a)(3))
{FR Doc. 71-14841 Filed 10-13-71; 8:45 am]

The NACEDC supports in principle the concept of
comparability. As data are collected this year, the
Council will observe and study how many of the
16,000 school districts which now receive title I
allotments are actually practicing comparability.

. @5 L
S




PARENT INVOLVEMENT

The Subcommittee on Parent Involvement for
1971 accepted the following charge relative to its
responsibility:

" Follow up on the implementation of current
guidelines calling for mandatory parent councils

at the district level; review and evaluate the

monitoring instrument being used by DCE to

insure viability of such parent councils and
their access to public information.

Parents, teachers, administrators, and laymen con-
tinue to agree generally that parent involvement has a
positive influence in improving compensatory educa-
tion programs. This agreement has been legalized and
strengthened through the revised guidelines for the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act-Title I,
October 14, 1971.

The NACEDC was fortunate in 1970 to be active
during the initial stage of the DHEW plans and
recommendations for parent involvement; therefore,
the Council contributed to specific phases of the
current law, amendments, and guidelines for title I
projects. The past Council’s beliefs relative to parent
responsibility in the education of their children, and
recommendations pertaining thereto, are manifested
in its 1971 Annual Report to The President and The
Congress (pp. 23-34; pp.31-33 appendix B). We
specifically encouraged more emphasis on the estab-
lishment of parent advisory councils beyond the
present mandate at the system level to each target
area school (pp. 24, 1971 Annual Report).

The Council is cognizant of existing arguments
against the formation of parent advisory councils, and
it recognizes that such arguments are sometimes
justifiable. Some parent advisory councils have been
either politically disruptive or apathetically neutral.
On balance, however, the Council is persuaded that
the merit of the parent advisory council mechanisms
established to date has been overwhelmingly positive.

While we are pleased with the accomplishments of
parent involvement, we feel it essential that, insofar
as possible, teachers in disadvantaged areas must
perceive the needs of parents and, in tum, parents
feel a sincere involvement in the education of their
children and their schools. We recommend that
Federal administration of Title I encourage the
establishment of parent advisory councils beyond
their present mandate at the system level to each
target area school.

Whereas Title I has placed primary emphasis on
the child, we feel there is further need for extending
the insights of parents and teachers. For children to

realize their full potential, they must be influenced
and guided by parents who both accept their parental
roles and strive to improve their personal compe-
tence. We recognize an additional need for legislative
authorization to develop programs for parents and
parenthood. Simultaneously, we endorse existing
support for teacher preparation and development in
the hope that such programs can be given special
emphasis for teachers in disadvantaged areas.

Finally, consistent with the guidelines providing
for accessible public information, we recommend that
such information should be disseminated to all
interested cultural groups in language familiar to the
community and accounting for bilingual backgrounds
where appropriate.

The implementation of the law and the guidelines
and the revitalization of the parents’ role in the
education of their children become the current
problems. Parental “knowledge” of title I is necessary
and the need for specific objective programs for
parent involvement within local parent target area
school councils is paramount today.

In order to execute its charge, the Council
developed questions; discussed issues; listened to legal
and grassroots-interpretations of the guidelines; gath-
ered data through visitations to local target area
schools, local and State administrative offices of
education, parent involvement workshops, and model
parent councils; and received materials from DCE
relative to their procedure for the implementation of
the guidelines and dissemination of information for
public information.

On the basis of all data gathered and opinions
formulated, the following recommendations are of-
fered by the Council in order that the guidelines for
parent councils may be implemented more effec-
tively, parental knowledge and obligation improved,
and DCE monitoring instructions to guarantee ac-
countability and viability of parent councils assured.

The National Advisory Council on the Education
of Disadvantaged Children recommends that

1. ESEA amendments or guidelines assure im-

mediately mandatory parental involvement at
the local school level.

2. Title I materials be made available to the parent

* advisory councils in the format and language

most easily understood by the entire commu-
nity.

3. DCE encourage the inservice training of parent

advisory council members by providing special
incentive prants through the States to
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exemplary projects which emphasize parent
involvement and parent education.

4. Federal allotments to States for State ad-
ministration provide for the development of
locally oriented, simple, public information for
parents.

5. Governing boards of school districts be en-
couraged to give full recognition to the ad-
visory councils as legitimate advisors in the
educational program, as this is required by law.

6. Roles and functions of advisory councils be
clearly and jointly delineated by the members
of the council and the school district.

7. The governing board of the school district
communicate promptly to the members of the
advisory council the results of their study of
the recommendations made by the PAC.

8. PAC’s verify that sufficient funds for secretarial
services and other needed services have been
applied for by the school district in its title I
proposal, and prior to submission of that sec-
tion of the application, the PAC and the school
district come to a common understanding of
the budget the PAC will have.

9. When language is a barrier to communication,
the school assign staff who are bilingual to
assist both the council and the school district in
understanding each other’s point of view.

Local education agencies and State education
agencies need encouragement to become committed
to the regulations of parent involvement in title I.

The NACEDC recommends that to. make parent
advisory councils more effective and to guarantee
better parent representation on the councils, the
Office of Education declare to the States that local
target title I school advisory councils be an essential
partof the local education agency’s title I application.

Although the NACEDC applauds all forms of
parent participation, we prefer the formal structure
of an advisory council for each target school building.
In addition, we recommend that, in school districts
above a given size—such critical size to be determined
by the Division of Compensatory Education—there be
a parent advisory group to the district. The member-
ship of this district council should include delegates
from each target area council.

Examples of model councils, plans for implemen-
tation and accountability, and obtainable simplified
information for parent and community groups were
evident, though not widespread, this year.

The Council is concerned that both PAC’s and the
school districts are in need of technical assistance to
make this regulation effective. Therefore, the
NACEDC recommends that DCE and USOE’s re-
gional offices undertake a program of dissemination
of simplified regulations to PAC’s which are man-
dated now, and hold regional conferences with these
PAC representatives discussing title I and its regula-
tions.

At present there is a vacuum in the leadership
provided from the Federal level, which is under-
mining the effort the USOE expects in the parent
involvement arena.

Further, where desegregation plans are taking
effect, whether court ordered or voluntary, it is
necessary to both maintain the quality of parent
involvement and to insure the participation of the
host parents on these councils. The present regulation
requires of the membership of a PAC that “more than
a simple majority” be parents of title I-eligible
children. However, parents in the minority segment
of the council could be host parents in a desegregated
setting,.




DESEGREGATION AND TITLE I

The NACEDC has identified a major problem in
the implementation of title I services to eligible chil-
dren who are dispersed as a result of desegregation
plans. The choices are clear: Serve the same children
with diluted programs; do not serve the same children
who were being served before the desegregation plan
became effective; or, resegregate the same eligible

population being served for a portion of the school .

day.

This is not a theoretical crisis, but a practical
experience of the school year 1971-72. Tampa-
Hillsborough County (Fla.), San Francisco (Calif.),
Providence (R.I.), and other school districts have had
to make difficult choices in order to serve their title I
children and at the same time provide a legal and
useful compensatory education program.

There are four problems which need solutions:

1. Should title I monies and services “follow the
child” who was being served until desegregation
was implemented?

If monies and services “follow the child,”
as regulations prescribe and sections of
ESEA Title I Program Guide 64 advise, the
quality of the program is diluted as the num-
ber of children served at each schoal is re-
duced. If the services for these disadvan-
taged children are not diluted, the cost of
the title I program soars, which at present
the school district cannot afford, nor will
the Federal Government subsidize. There-
fore, the result of “following the child”
most often is dilution of services.

Why “follow the child”? It has been gen-
erally suggested that the longer a disadvan-
taged child is exposed to compensatory edu-
cation services, the longer the child retains

the advances made under that program. Re-

search with Head Start and Follow Through
supports this theory. If this becomes an op-
erating premise, the only course open is to
have title I services “follow the child” when
desegregation plans are implemented.

The Council feels that desegregation is a
quality component of education, and as
such, does have a coinpensatory effect for
title I-eligible children. However, desegrega-
tion does not offer all of the components of
compensatory education—health, psycho-
logical, nutritional, and social services, and
inservice training for teachers. Thus, the
needs of title I children are not totally
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satisfied by desegregation plans. They need
the combination of compensatory education
and the quality component of desegregation
to receive equal educational opportunity.

2. Should title I children be separated from the
regular classes for the purposes of receiving title
I services and at the same time not receiving a
diluted program?

This solution has become a real alterna-
tive in practice; so much so, that California
has a State guideline which prohibits separa-
tion from the regular class for longer than
50 percent of the school day.

The representatives of the NAACP Legal
and Educational Defense Fund who have
come before the Council have not been
disturbed by this practice of separation for a
short portion of the school day, and the
California guideline referred to above is
acceptable to them.

The Council recommends that a Federal
guideline be issued so that the practice of
separation from other students for the pur-

_ poses of receiving undiluted title I services is
not abused.

3. Should the target area and target school con-
cept be revised to accommodate the new
attendance-area patterns emerging as a result of
desegregation?

At this time, DCE is testing the revised
target attendance-area guidelines among
large districts that are desegregating. As
before, title I children will be served ac-
cording to their residence pattern. The
composite and sometimes noncontiguous
patterns of residence for each school in a
desegregation plan will be treated as the
contiguous residence area had been treated
in title I before 1972. This means that a
pupil’s address still determines his school, no
matter how complicated his school district’s
desegregation plan may seem. The address
will still determine eligibility, and will still
affect the new “ranking of attendance
areas” by which the concentration guide-
lines-are fulfilled.

4. Should the guidelines on desegregation and
ESEA Title I Program Guide 64 include a
comment on the private schools? ,

. First, the NACEDC recommends that
DCE issue a statement in these guidelines
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regarding the private schools, so that private
schools will be included in the reranking of
target attendance areas.

Second, the NACEDC recommends that
DCE adjust the wording in Program Guide
64 referring to segregated private institu-
tions. The NACEDC recommends the fol-
lowing wording:

Title I services are not to be offered on
the premises of any school established to
evade desegregation or having admissions
and curricular policies that systematically
exclude minority children. This prohibi-
tion should not be construed in such a
way as to deny services to title I-eligible
children attending private schools, whern
these schools have substantial minority
enrollments due to residence patterns,
but lack the legal obligation and the legal
remedies to meet ethnic ratios or other
enrollment criteria fixed by court orders
or other governmental directives.

The Council affirms the premise that
desegregation is a quality component of
education. The potential conflict between
currently designed title I programing and
desegregation could work against the success
of those very disadvantaged children so
much in need of the extra help that compen-
satory services can provide.

In its examination of existing regulations
governing title I and pending legislation for
desegregation aid, the Council found con-
flicts in these three areas: Comparability,
concentration, and parent involvement.

Comparability

Title I requires that funds be used to supplement
rather than supplant State or local funds previously
supporting services available in other schools within a
district using non-Federal monies. Title 1 was de-
signed to stimulate the initiative of local school
districts to develop programs for their disad vantaged
children. Comparability criteria restrict the gradual
replication of title I programs in other schools within
a district to avoid use of Federal funds as support for
programs which the local school district could itself
finance. This limitation negates the expectation that
compensatory education will become an integral part
of every local district’s curriculum. Both in cases
where demand for compliance with comparability
criteria results in the elimination of .a useful com-
pensatory program or the source of Federal funding
to assist a financially distressed school district, it is
the disadvantaged child who suffers.

As desegregation plans disperse minority students
who are title I eligible throughout a district, com-
parability becomes a problem. Local administrators
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must decide whether to violate comparability by
including some “not as” educationally disadvantaged
with title I-eligible students or to separate title
I-eligible children for some period of time during the
school day.

If in only a few instances across the country, title 1
children are desegregated for any length of time, the
whole purpose behind a school district’s desegrega-
tion effort is in jeopardy. The Council recognizes the
impracticality of a total rejection of the “pull-out”
technique. Some States, such as California, have
taken the initiative to develop a guideline which
permits ‘a maximum of 50 percent of the school day
to be devoted to targeting compensatory services to
eligible children. The Council supports such efforts to
resolve the dilemma, but encourages the separation of
minority children for the briefest possible time from
their regular classes.

Concentration

Current regulations stipulate that funds be concen-
trated on those children determined to be “most in
need” of special assistance. If such children are
diffused among a number of classroom as the result
of a desegregation plan, title I services cannot be
provided to them without the school’s being guilty of
(1) “general aid” violation, i.e., extending compensa-
tory services to all children in the classrooms, or (2)
resegregating title I children for some length of time
in order that they exclusively may receive such
services.

The future of the concept of educational funds
and services which will “follow the child” has been
negated by the provisions of Program Guide 64.

Parent Involvement

Public Law 91-230 (April 1970) gives additional
emphasis to the regulations (Program Guides 44, 46,
and 46A) calling for the involvement of parents of
children receiving title I services in the planning and
operation of such programs. Composition of parent
advisory councils now calls for “more than a simple
majority” of title I parents without regard for the
fact that, in a desegregated setting, these children
would no longer be in the majority of the composi-
tion of the host school.

Desegregation efforts further amplify the wisdom
of title I guidelines requiring the involvement of
parents in the education of their children. The
accountability and monitoring functions performed
by such parent advisory councils are even more
critical where community support and understanding
are esssential to the success of desegregation. The
integrity of parent advisory councils must, therefore,
be protected and provisions made to insure the
participation of host parents.
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Underlying all these is the paradox that current
title I guidelines seem to require the resegregation of
students in order for them to qualify and receive
compensatory educational services.

Compensatory education was designed as a detour
to insure that disadvantaged children, still limited by
a segregated educational setting, would receive serv-
ices beyond the normal curriculum to improve their
educational attainment. That Congress never intended
to legislate the continuance of racial or minority

group isolation through title I is evidenced by the fact
that the title was required to be administered in
accordance with the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

Desegregation and compensatory education both
persist as quality components of education. Govern-
ment has not and should not encourage segregation
through regulations governing a $1.5 billion program
which seem to require segregation as a requisite for
funding.
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THE PRIVATE SCHOOLS'

In 1969 this Council devoted a major portion of
its Fourth Annual Report to the participation of
nonpublic school children in title I programs. The
report highlighted several problems at the Federal,
State, and local levels and made several specific
recommendations that would insure that the mandate
for such participation (section 116.19) would be
administered to afford equal opportunity for partici-
pation to eligible children enrolled in nonpublic
schools.

The Council reviewed this regulation and its
administration again this year, consulting extensively
with public and nonpublic school officials, at all
levels. On the basis of this review, the Council has
concluded that, while there has been marked im-
provement in administration of this provision of the
law—especially at the Federal level—there remain
many administrative problems at the LEA level which
still impede proper compliance with the law, and in
fact, reduce the chances of participation for many
eligible children, solely because they attend non-
public schools.

The Council emphasizes ‘“‘administrative prob-
lems” because there appears to be remarkable consen-
sus that the congressional mandate in the law gives
adequate direction and scope to administrators at all
levels in both sectors, and that only limited changes
in the legislation itself (specified below) need be
recommended in order to improve the participation
of nonpublic school children.

Legislative Provisions

While there is evidence of improvement in most
States in the acceptance and implementation of this
provision by the public education agencies legally
responsibile for administering it, there nevertheless
remain many instances in which provisions of State
constitutions or administrative policies of State or
local agencies effectively or completely prevent equi-
table participation.

In view of the wide disparity among States in this
regard and resulting inequities in opportunity and
participation by nonpublic school children, the Coun-

cil recommends that section 143 of title I be

! Although the legislation refers to these participants as
children attending the “private schools,” many documents do
not. The terms “‘private” and “nonpublic” are used herein
interchangeably, with the preferred usage being “private
schools,” for compatibility with the regulations.

amended to incorporate a “bypass” mechanism,
similar to title III ESEA, section 307 £(1-2).

(f) (1) In any State which has a State plan approved
under section 305(c) and in which no State agency is
authorized by law to provide, or in which there is a
substantial failure to provide, for effective participation
on an equitable basis in programs authorized by this title
by children enrolled in any one or more private ele-
mentary or secondary schools of such State in the area or
areas served by such programs, the Commissioner shall
arrange for the provision, on an equitable basis, of such
programs and shall pay the costs thereof for any fiscal
year out of that State’s allotment. The Commissioner may
arrange for such programs through contracts with institu-
tions of higher education, or other competent nonprofit
institutions or organizations.

(2) In determining the amount to be withheld from
any State's allotment for the provision of such programs,
the Commissioner shall take into account the number of
children and teachers in the area or areas served by such
programs who are excluded from participation therein
and who, except for such exclusion, might reasonably
have been expected to participate.

The Council has studied the other bypass provi-
sions already available in ESEA and concurs with
private school practitioners that this is the most
inclusive and most sophisticated provision for this
purpose.

Planning and Evaluation

In its Fourth Annual Report (1969) this Council
emphasized the need for nonpublic school officials to
be involved in the planning and evaluation of title I
programs designed to serve disadvantaged children
enrolled in nonpublic schools. The Office of Educa-
tion regulations are now more explicit in reéquiring
public school officials to consult “with persons
knowledgeable of the needs of these private school
children and assigned a consultative rclc to private
school ‘authorities’ and private school officials.” The
Office of Education’s recently released handbook
Participation of Private School Children includes a
section ‘on the “Role of the Private School Adminis-
trator’” which states, in part:

The regulations regard consuliation with private
school representatives as something apart from
meetings with advisory committees or parent

. councils. The consultation with private school
representatives would be of a detailed and tech-
nical nature, getting into the areas of diagnosis,
needs assessment, evaluation design, etc. The
results of this type of consultation would be
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brought to an advisory committee or parent

council, consequently the inclusion of a private

school representative on an advisory committee or

a parent council does not automatically insure

compliance.

This stress on the involvement of nonpublic school
officials in planning is an excellent addition to thc
earlier Federal guidelines but the disregard of these
institutions in a number of States leads the Council to
recommend a careful check on compliance. I{ is
suggested that project applications and statistical
report forms be revised so that the local education
agencies must demonstrate the involvement of private
school officials in the planning of programs to serve
disadvan.aged children in nonpublic schools and in
the collection and reporting of data for evaluating
programs. It is also recommended that the project
application include a provision by which designated
nonpublic school authorities will verify and concur in
the data presented and the planning and program
provisions of the application. The requirement of this
“signoff™ provision should greatly increase the partic-
ipation of nonpublic school officials in planning and
evaluation of projects.

The Council believes - that the participation of
nonpublic school children would be improved if the
regulations encouraged or required the establishment
of State advisory councils on which representatives
from the nonpublic schools would be included.

A further recommendation for improving State
and local compliance with the regulations and guide-
lines is to establish appropriate review and complaint
procedures when noncompliance by a State or local
education agency is alleged. Presently, there is no
recourse for the nonpublic school administrators who
allege noncompliance.

State Allotments and Nonpublic School Eligible
Children

A State receives its title I allotment based upon the

number of children who qualify under a given
legislated poverty formula. At this point, the State
education agency does not know how many eligible
children attend nonpublic schools.

After receiving its allotment, the State must then
distribute the funds according to applications from
LEA’s which send it legal, qualifying proposals. It is
at this point that a determination of the number of
nonpublic school eligible children should be made.

For example, in New York State, all children are
tested on the Pupil Evaluation Program (PEP) testing
instrument, and receive a stanine rating in the 3d,
6th, and 9th grades. New Yoik State determines that
any child below the 4th stanine is educationally

diasdvantaged.? Ten to 14 petcent of all children in .

?This would mean that the child lags behind his class by
1 to 3 years in achievement.
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the State who have been determined in this manner
to be disadvantaged attend nonpublic schools.

The Archdiocese of New York has taken this one
step further. In 1970-71 they sampled 25 percent of
the children in New York City who live in the sharply
delineated poverty area. Based upon the PEP test
results, 7.7 percent of these children attended the
nonpublic schools in New York City. Again in
1971-72, they surveyed all the students in the
poverty area using the PEP scores, and had received
75 percent response to date. Again, 7.7 percent of the
eligible children (according to this determination) are
enrolled in the nonpublic schools.

New York City gives 5.6 percent or $7 million of
service to the nonpublic school eligible children, a full
$3 million less than 7.7 percent of the city funding
allotment would provide. An increase of 50 percent
would enhance immeasureably the opportunity for
the title I-eligible children attending nonpublic
schools in New York City. The loss of the $3 million
to the city’s title I budget would represent a loss of
2.1 percent and would have an effect, but not as
dramatic an effect as the nonpublic schools envision.

The NACEDC recommenrds that all LEA’s should,
in their needs assessment, determine, according to the
poverty formula and some other educational stand-
ard, the educationally disadvantaged children attend-
ing their nonpublic schools.

The NACEDC recommends further that these
statistics on nonpublic school enrollments be applied
to the determination of the title I application from
the public schoo! district, so that nonpublic school
children receive an equitable share of services based
upon the proportion of nonpublic school children to
the total number of eligible children in the district.

Improving Practical Opportunity for
Participation

In several circumstances, it is difficult if not
impossible to provide title I services to disadvantaged
children enrolled in nonpublic schools. In some cases,
the entitlement of a local education agency is
inadequate to support a substantial program. Also,
eligible children are too few in number in any one
school site to justify a substantial “‘target school”
program. There are also cases in which a significant
number of eligible children attend nonpublic schools
outside the boundaries of the local education agency.

The NACEDC recommends that DCE implement
an equitable and workable solution to this problem to
be effective at the start of fiscal vear 1973.

In 1969 the Council reported that *‘private school
children often participate in progranis only a few
hours each month, and in programs not designed for
their special needs.” The more comprehensive and
systematic involvement of nonpublic school officials
as recommended above should greatly improve this
situation.
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The NACEDC recommends that services to
disadvantaged children enrolled in nonpublic schools
be provided in a manner and location most appropri-
ate to the nature of the program and to the
population to be served.

Reporting and Dissemination

As previously noted, the Office of Education has
recently published a handbook for State and local
school officials entitled Participation of Private
School Children. This is a great step forward in
following the recommendation” of this Council in
1969 that “the Office of Education put into one
updated document regulations and requirements on
the participation of nonpublic school children in the
various aspects of the title I program.”

A related recommendation in the 1969 report
“that the Office of Education disseminate examples
of programs of successful participation of nonpublic
school pupils” has not yet been implemented. The
Council considers this an important way to focus
attention on promising practices rather than to
restrict concern to the formal requirements of the
law. To be most effective, this dissemination should
include seminars and workshops as well as written
descriptions of programs.

This would overcome the persistent problem faced
by public school administrators baffled by their
inability to plan useful title I projects for disadvan-
taged children attending nonpublic schools. Such
inability is often due not to incompetence, but to
confusion about the network of laws, and regulations
governing aid to children enrolled in private schools.

As the preface states in the new Office of
Education handbook: “The provision of services for
children enrolled in private schools called for a whole
new set of relationships, both administrative and
programmatic, to be established and maintained. At
the outset, no one really knew a ‘best way’ to imple-
ment the law as it affected private school children.”

The handbook not only contains a compilation
under one cover of the excerpts from the law relevant
to serving disadvantaged children enrolled in nonpub-
lic schools, and the regulations and guidelines that
pertain to their participation (with a brief explana-
tion of these provisions), but also outlines some of
the problems enccuntered at State and local levels
and some possible sclutions including suggested pro-
cedures in project development to create opportu-
nities for meaningful participation. If the distribution
of this helpful handbook can be followed by seminars
and workshops, the Council believes that the develop-
ment of meaningful programs for nonpublic school
children and their participation in them will b
greatly improved.

Constitutionality

First, the Council would like to begin this section
of the report with the statement that at no time is
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title | money turned over to nonpublic school
administrators. This. is in direct observance of nu-
merous laws, including the constitutional amendment
governing separation of church and state.

The Council would like to point out that many of
the legal and constitutional obstacles to State admin-
istration of title I for nonpublic school children have
been overcome. Many State and local education
agencies found severe restrictions with respect to
their respective State constitutions and statutes and
the application of title I to nonpublic school children.
Note that while State constitutions and statutes
restrict the options available to provide services to
eligible nonpublic school children, this, in fact, does
not relieve that agency of its legal responsibility to
approve title I applications which meet requirements
set forth in Federal law, regulations, and guide-
lines.

In order to receive title I funds, the State Attomey
General must sign an assurance to the U.S. Commis-
sioner of Education stating that all title I regulations
will be observed, even if they conflict with State law.
Yet with respect to three States—Missouri, Nebraska,
ané Oklahoma—the Office of Education is aware of
noncompliance with the regulations, section 116.19,
on service to children enrolled in nonpublic schools,
and no enforcement action has been initiated.

The Council recommends that any State which is
not in compliance with section 116.19 be informed
of the Commissioner’s intention to enforce the law,
by the end of fiscal year 1972.

Conclusion

The Council believes that the guidelines and
regulations as they affect the nonpublic school child
are generally well-defined, workable, and meaningful.
The breakdown comes in the interpretation and
enforcement of the guidelines. This is the area
needing improvement.

The main purpose of our effort is to develop
implementation at the local and State levels in order
to meet the requirements of the law and to enable the
children in the nonpublic schools to get the services
that they need and that they are entitled to receive
under title L.

We hope that the above recommendations,
achieved in concert with participation of private
school practitioners at a NACEDC conference in
Chicago in early January 1972, will begin to remedy
an obvious weak link in the administration of title I.
We also hope that participation we have encouraged
among the private school administrators will not
cease with the Chicago meeting, but continue
throughout the year, so that it may illumine for us
the difficulties administrators face in providing day-
to-day services to disadvantaged children in a most
dedicated and appreciated way.

L e 29




THE SUBPROGRAMS

1. Follow Through

The NACEDC is concerned about the realignment
of prioritics at the U.S. Office of Education, which
would discourage innovation and in its place encour-
age basic studies for title I. The Council would
understand this move taking place after extensive
research and evaluation demonstrating that the new
course is proven and effective. Basic studies in
mathematics and reading are very necessary as com-
ponents of a compensatory program; however, the
Council is concerned that emphasis on this style of
teaching and testing is a sign that Federal education
leaders have given up trying to find the best way to
upgrade the education of disadvantaged children.

When title I was first enacted, latitude was given to
the LEA’s deliberately to develop locally oriented
programs serving the individual needs present in the
local school district. Innovation was encouraged.

Title 1 is now moving to a stricter interpretation,
which seeks replication of components, which while
they are certainly valid approaches to learning, show
no improvement over the approach used 10 years ago.
And title 1 is doing this without appreciable evalua-
tion studies which demonstrate that this method is
the best way to operate.

For example, the Follow Through program is
being redefined and rearranged in the next 5 years, so
that maore impact will be made upon title I services.
The successes of Follow Through, as documented in
the Stanford Research Institute’s study, are successes
beyond the busics, i.e., parent involvement, student
attitude toward school, and so forth. However, in the
realignment of priorities at USOE, Follow Through
will be altered, costs lowered, and components
removed; and this diluted program—not the original
successful model—will be the one that impacts title 1.

Follow Through was conceived in 1967 as a service
program funded at a level of $120 million a year to
capitalize on gains made in Project Head Start. Early
findings documented in studies of Head Start noted
that rapid gains made by children in that program
were generally diminished by the public school
environment. Follow Through was charged with
responsibility of maintaining and to improving upon

these gains in grades K-3. However, in October 1967,"

the funding level of Follow Through was cut to $15
million for 2 years, a cut of more than 90 percent.
Consequently, USOE designed this project as a
research and development laboratory in early child-
hood education. '
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During the 1st year Follow Through served 2,900
children, and in 1971 70,000 pupils participated.
Follow Through has made significant differences in
the learning of these poverty-level children.

Greater achievement gains by Follow Through
children than by non-Follow Through children have
been documented. They consistently had more posi-
tive attitudes toward school. Parents of Follow
Through children were better informed and more
completely involved in the educational program: they
visited school more often, helped in the classroom,
and liked the teachers.

Follow Through teachers visited the students’
homes more often, placed a high valuation upon
parent participation, and showed a markedly greater
satisfaction with the improvement of the children.

Approaches to learning emphasized the small-
group and individual instruction in the Follow
Through program in contrast to the large classes in
the usual public school environment.

The Five Year Plali

In late July 1971 the Council was informed of the
plans of DCE to modify the Follow Through pro-
gram. The outstanding results of the national labora-
tory, 80 percent of which focused on children from
low-income families, was now to be disseminated to
all title I projects in the 16,000 school districts
receiving money.

Currently SEA and LEA title I plans are empha-
sizing the lower elementary grades, and the opinion
held by many State coordinators of title I is that this
is where title I dollars have their maximum impact.
The direction from USOE is to encourage this move
and provide freely from the data and experience of
Follow Through to help States follow this course.

Over the years, the components of an effective
title I program have been parallel to those of the
typical Follow Through project: instruction; health,
nutrition, psychological, and social services; and
inservice training.

The usual cost per child in a Follow Through
project is $772 per pupil, from OEO funds under the
Economic Opportunity Act—$437 of that is needed
as supplementary funding, according to DCE officials,

~to pay for instruction, parent involvement, health

services, fixed charges, and community services. DCE
feels that fully 35-43 percent of the $772, or
$274-$334, can be assumed by the Federal, State and
local sources, and will cover administrative costs,
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food, transportation, equipment, remodeling, regular
staff, and consultative services.

What DCE desires to accomplish in the Five Year
Plan is to reduce the cost of Follow Through project
activities, involve SEA’s in developmental activities,
impact existing compensatory education programs,
coordinate State and local community resources for
disadvantaged children, and initiate and refine early
childhood education strategies by SEA’s and LEA’s.

After evaluation of the Follow Through program
through 1975-76, USOE anticipates a reduction in
program funding from $69 million to $15 million.

From 1971 to 1976, USOE planned to involve
778,676 children, from 74,800 in fiscal 1972 to
265,123 in fiscal 1976. The plan was to reduce
significantly the costs of research and development
from $43.5 million to $9 million in 1976.

Matching funds sovght from other sources or title
I will be increased by significant amounts each year
to $50 million in 1976.

The purpose is to proliferate the Follow Through
results and experience and impact the full title I
program nationwide.

‘The NACEDC is interested in the Five Year Plan
for Follow Through proposcd by DCE, and would
like DCE to demonstrate that an increase in services
to disadvantaged children can really result from a cost
reduction effort.

The NACEDC supports the move to encourage
concentrating title I spending on the lower elemen-
tary grades, and to proliferate the positive experi-
ences from Follow Through throughout title I
projects.

2. The Interstate Uniform Migrant Student
Record Transfer System

It is thought that there are approximately 350,000
school-age children of agricultural migrant workers,
but one of the problemis of migrant education has
been to pinpoint exact numbers. It is estimated that
90 percent of these children do not finish high
school.

The lack of records on migrant children has led to
a child’s being immunized against the same disease
several times, being relegated to the back of the room
with a crayon for lack of language facility, and being
assigned lessons covered in other schools because no
one could determine the attained level of achieve-
ment.

Merely 3 years ago this was the pattern. Any
attempt to gather information about the migrant
child would mean weeks of waiting for records in the
mails and most often, no information was available.

Last year, in fiscal year 71, $3.1 million in title I
funds was spent to initiate the Interstate Uniform
Migrant Student Record Transfer System. Title I
program coordinators throughout the States con-
ceived this computerized program in 1968, and

selected eight representatives to design the form.
Thirty months later the form was agreed upon by all
States and in 1969, with commitments from each
participating State totaling $426,000, the Arkansas
SEA was granted a developmental contract to estab-
lish the system.

Last year, the pilot program coordinated Arkansas,
Colorado, Kansas, Missouri, New Mexico, Oklahoma,
and Texas, and now schools in all 48 mainland States
can retrieve critical data on any migrant child and
usually within 4 hours.

The Operation of the System

There are 130 regional terminals of a computer
based at the University of Arkansas Medical Center. A
clerk at a school receiving a migrant child telephones
the nearest terminal to retrieve crucial information
about that child.

The terminals are located around the country in
geographically significant places; the selection of
these sites was determined in concert with telephone
officials. Two factors affected the choice of sites:
concentrations of migrant children and the cost of
the phowe calls to the area.

The terminals are simple teletype machines con-
nected to the central data bank at Little Rock, Ark.
The schools utilize leased lines to the terminals, paid
for from title I.

When a child arrives at a school, if that child had
his or her record, then the school clerk can use the
identifying code to submit an enrollment notice to
the computer. A facsimile of the form is shown as
figure 1.

If the child does not have his record, and does not
know what school he last attended, the schooi clerk
calls the computer, and gives the child’s name,
birthplace, sex, and birthdate. Immediately the com-
puter will respond with the student’s ID number,
critical medical information, and the reading and
mathematics level he has achieved. Using the ID
number, the clerk can retrieve the full transcript
within 4 hours. _

The Record Transfer System was budgeted at $1.9
million for fiscal year 1972 as it expanded to the 48
continental States. Much of this money was used to
pay the salaries of the teletype operatcrs in the
national system.

The NACEDC compliments the Migrant Programs
Brancit and DCE for implementing this sytem, and
recommends that USOE now accumulate data on
how many migrant children are being served and their
educational achievement with the data already col-
lected.

This exemplary project, which was carried out by
Federal, State, and local cooperation and planning, is
a highlight of fiscal years 1971 and 1972. The
Council is pleased to be able to present this develop-
ment to the President and the Congress as an example




of interstate and intergovernmental cooperation, and
as an example of a successful answer to a difficult
task.

Now that Phase I and 11 of the program have been
implemerited successfully, the NACEDC recommends
that there be a Phase III, which will utilize this
information for effective delivery of services to
migrant children.

3. Neglected and Delinquent Children in
State Institutions

The NACEDC is very concerned about the chil-
dren who are sent to institutions entrusted to care for
them.

One in every six Americans is a child between the
ages of 10 through 17. This age-group population has
the greatest number of arrests per capita—half of the
arrests for serious crimes are of children from 10
through 17.

After arrest and conviction, the recidivism rate for
children is 75-85 percent. Children are crime re-
peaters at rates approximately double those of the
adult convicted population.

Thirteen percent of title I funds are allocated for
dependent and delinquent children in State institu-
tions. Generally these funds are channeled from the
SEA to State institutions for the children, or to the
LEA’s receiving neglected children from State facil-
ities into local public schools. These funds pay for
one-half the cost of educating these children.

It is most significant that children who are wards
of the State, due either to circumstances beyond their
control (neglected and dependent children) or to
their own misconduct (the delinquents), are faced
with the problem of interrupted or frustrated school-
ing, in addition to the stigma of a court order
declaring the child to be a “delinquent” or a
“dependent and neglected” child. It should be said
that these children are doubly disadvantaged.

If any segment of our school-age population is in
need of specialized superior educational opportuni-
ties, certainly it is this one.

The NACEDC suggests that a task force made up
of Federal, State, and local administrators, law
enforcement officers, and judges be established by
June 30, 1972, to report by December 30, 1972, to
DCE and the NACEDC on improving the expendi-
tures of title I in this area to effect maximum delivery
of services and superior program for these children.

The NACEDC requests that DCE evaluate care-
fully programs in these institutions and report exem-
plary projects to the Council by June 1972.

The NACEDC requests that DCE reledse by July 1,
1972, the handbook on this legislation, so that
administrators of programs in State institutions for
the neglected and delinquent have a better working
and planning ability for the next fiscal year’s expendi-
tures. At this point, there is not available any current

compilation of guidelines or directions from USOE,
and USOE should take some leadership in this field.

The Council does have reports of outstanding
achievement by students in the setting of a State
institution for delinquents. For example, in the
average 8 months’ stay, these children advanced 3
years in reading at one State school, from grade 3 to
grade 6. However, these were students who should
have been freshmen in high school. Thus, when they
return to their environment, they have 6th grade
reading skills in the 9th grade.

The NACEDC’s preliminary work in this subject
area reveals that the USOE approach to allocations
for children in institutions for the neglected and
delinquent has been that of a “‘check-writer.”

Although the Council does not want to see USOE
enter the criminal justice field without proper creden-
tials and background, the USOE performance with
regard to these children has been shortsighted and
ineffectual.

Fortunately, there are examples of State leader-
ship in this field, but these examples have yet to be
brought to light and disseminated to others.

Therefore, the above recommendations of the
Council, which are basic to disseminating information
on this program, have not yet taken into account the
actual practices among the States.

4. The Right To Read

The President’s program—“The Right To Read”—
which has been charged with the responsibility of
eliminating functional illiteracy by 1980, is flounder-
ing in the USOE bureaucracy for lack of funds,
commitment, and separate legislation.

As early as October 1969, former U.S. Commis-
sioner of Education James E. Allen, Jr., testified
before the Education Subcommittee of the House
Education and Labor Committee on the new pro-
posed focus of the Office of Education.

Designed to be a program to meet the needs of the
greatest population in the United States, of both
children and adults, The Right To Read also had
great appeal among educators. The goal is to
accomplish functional literacy for 99 percent of
16-year-olds and 90 percent of those over the age of
16 by 1980.

However, in 1972, we see a metamorphosis in The
Right To Read program. Funded at a level of $10
million for fiscal year 1972 out of discretionary
monies from eight different titles operated by USQE,
The Right To Read is at a cross roads. Legislative
constraints, bureaucratic lethargy, and administrative

ratrophy have frequently provided obstacles to the

program.

At present, The Right To Read is not a single
program with separate legislation to implement a
single accepted approach to reading achievement. The
staff has gathered information on the current
AN
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£1$500 million expenditure by USOE in scattered,
+—unrelated reading projects. It has developed

models for dissemination throughout the Nation.
It has kept most current with the latest trends
in teaching of reading skills, and has begun to
select Right To Read centers throughout the
country. Approximately 70 centers have been
selected to date.

While this organizational and fiscal difficulty
proceeds, 90 percent of the 700,000 school dropouts
each year are classified as slow readers. This cumula-
tive waste of human talent and productivity becomes
far more costly to the Government than the original
outlay for a reading program would. Costs for income

supplements, extra vocational training, and even
criminal rehabilitation would undoubtedly be low-
ered by a strengthened attack on the problem of
functional illiteracy in the country.

The NACEDC recommends that the Congress
amend ESEA to target the $500 million in reading
program money scattered throughout USOE to The
Right To Read program.

In addition, the NACEDC recommends that there
be separate legislation for The Right To Read
program, and separate funding, so that the USOE
focus on reading as a goal for the seventies can be
effectively accomplished, and so that functional
illiteracy can be crased in the next decade.




The NACEDC has not been able to go beyond a
brief review of the role of the teacher in poverty-level
schools and during the implementation of desegrega-
tion plans. This study is continuing for the next year,
as the Council examines models highlighted by the
States in State publications (for example, the Cali-
fornia State Department of Education’s Staff Devel-
opment: Inservice Education Models). Council mem-
bers have taught teachers in teacher-training programs
and have talked with teachers in title I schools and
with families of children attending these schools.

The membership of the Council changed greatly in
September 1971, interrupting this investigation pre-
maturely. Although the study is not yet in final form,
the Council feels that it must make these preliminary,
general comments.

The NACEDC recommends that USOE undertake
a data search to identify title I funds which are used
for teacher training. Despite repeated requests, USOE
has been unable to provide that information this year,
due to inadequate cataloging.

The NACEDC further recommends that DCE
earmark any funds spent by other programs for
teacher training in poverty-level schools, and provide
this information to the Council,

Desegregatioﬁ

Compensatory education requires teachers who are
especially prepared to offer such education. Because
of the highly specialized nature of compensatory
education, many of these teachers are ill-equipped to
cope with the problems of children who have
specialized educational needs. Special training for all
teachers who work in compensatory education should
be considered.

The NACEDC recommends that teacher training
include sufficient preservice and inservice courses to
prepare al! teachers for the future possibility of
desegregation plens in the school district in which
they find employment.

The NACEDC recommends that teachers who are.
employed in title I projects have backgrounds which
sufficiently prepzve them to work in this highly
specialized field.

Teacher Preparaiion
In general, teacher education programs are not

noted for their sensitivity to cultural needs and are
slow to adjust to changes in the structure and
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demands of society. Can this be attributed to the lack
of commitment of top administration due to insensi-
tivity to the needs out in the field?

It is often said that most of our college instructors
are far removed from the realities in our schools.
Professors should realize this increasingly and follow
the steps taken by a professor at Arizona State
University, who took a year’s leave of absence so that
he could teach in a barrio school. He suffered a slight
salary cut, but he claims the experience has com-
pletely changed his methods and the content of his
classes.

Some institutions of higher learning with a firm
commitment to assisting teachers interested in work-
ing with disadvantaged youth have developed a
master’s degree program in this area. The following is
a program recommended by John L. O’Brien it the
book Preparing To Teach The Disadvantaged.

1. An orientation experience that will sensitize

him to the world of youth with special needs.

2. An understanding of the characteristics of the
population to be taught.

3. Basic sociological, psychological, education, an-
thropological, and literary concepts dealing
with the disadvantaged.

4. Direct experiences to develop an understand-
ing of the culture of the disadvantaged.

5. An integrating experience that is composed of
selected educational processes such as teaching
methodology, program development, curricu-
lum development, and evaluation—all with

. special emphasis on teaching the disadvantaged.

6. A supervised teaching experience with a stu-
dent population that is disadvantaged in some
way—for example, socially, culturally,
economically—and whose educational achieve-
ment has been limited.

7. A supervised work experience under the direc-
tion of a professional worker. The purpose of
this experience is to give the students an
understanding of agency structure and agency
programs dealing with the poor and the disad-
vantaged.

8. A seminar that will provide an opportunity to
integrate and relate issues that have grown out
of the experiences of the curriculum.

" 9. An opportunity (a) to investigate a problem
related to the youth with special needs and to
report this in a master’s paper, or (b)to
evaluate the total experience received in the
master’s program and to report this in an
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evaluation paper. Both of these experiences
provide the student with a vehicle to integrate
his experiences and knowledge gained and to
apply them to his own professional improve-
ment.

Have we really made a concentrated effort to
focus on the needs of our teachers who are
faced with changing school enrollments—who at
one time taught children of doctors, lawyers, and
other professional people and now find their
class memberships made up of children from the
ghettos and barrios—children with different lan-
guages and sets of needs?

Federal agencies, such as USOE’s Bureau of
Educational Personnel Development, are concen-
trating their efforts on providing inservice training for
teachers of disadvantaged children. Institutes on
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bilingual education, special-education teacher devel-
opment for desegregating schools, and training of
teacher trainers are among the many being conducted
by the Bureau of Educational Personnel Develop-
ment. Many subprograms are now operating, with
excellent results being shown.

Federal funding and projects, however, are not
enough and will never meet the necds of every district
that provides services for disadvantaged children.
Therefore, the Council recommends that the follow-
ing be set in motion:

1. That every LEA be required to assess teacher
needs for inservice training uand, upon com-
pletion of assessment, make well-planned train-
ing programs part of the title I proposal,

2. That such programs be evaluated and informa-
tion on effective programs be disseminated.



CONCLUSION

As the Council reviewed the progress of implemen-
tation of title I since it was enacted in 1965, several
conclusions stood out. This was the first legislation to
focus efforts on assisting the education of children
who are disadvantaged and have difficulties in learn-
ing. It was by far the largest grant of Federal aid ever
made to local schools. Neither the schools nor the
Government had had previous experience in this kind
of partnership. Painful difficulties have been experi-
enced as the thousands of school districts have sought
to use the opportunity title I provides to improve the
education of disadvantaged children.

During the Ist year of operation, the appropri-
ation was not passed until well after the school year
had begun and the funds did not reach the schools
until much later. Then it was too late to obtain key
personnel and many schools used the funds largely to
obtain supplies and equipment. The lateness of
appropriations has been a continuing problem since
1965, but the schools are increasingly anticipating the
availability of funds and are planning accordingly.

Identifying children most in need of special

assistance and developing a workable delivery system
to reach them has been a second serious problem
which is being gradually, but not fully, worked out.
As the Council points out earlier in this report, there
is still great nced for improvement in the delivery
system.

A third continuing problem has been the lack of
concentration of effort on those children most in
need. Naturally, in the early years, the schools
responded to pressures to furnish funds for all eligible
children, but this scattered the efforts so widely that
little effect was produced. Painfully, many schools
are learning to resist pressure for wide distribution of
funds and are focusing larger efforts on a smaller
number of children so that a real difference in their
learning is possible.

A fourth problem is that of obtaining constructive
cooperation between the home and the school to
further the education of children. In general, children
who do well in school are encouraged and aided by
parents as well as by teachers. Children who have
great difficulties in learning can be helped much more
effectively when their parents and teachers can work
together on their education. This was not recognized
by many schools in the early years of title I, but
parent involvement has become the official policy of
the program more recently. As the Council suggests in
this report, procedures for assuring parent involve-
ment are still inadequate. .

A fifth problem has been to develop constructive
title I programs in those schools in which desegrega-
tion is taking place. Desegregation commonly reduces

3

the concentration of disadvantaged children within
the school. Normally this would eliminate the eli-
gibility for assistance of many of the most seriously
disadvantaged. Ways of reaching the children who
most need the aid when they are distributed among
desegregated schools are still being worked out.

A sixth problem has also been emphasized in this
report, that of providing services to disadvantaged
children in nonpublic schools. Some States and some
local districts have worked out practicable programs,
but many eligible children in nonpublic schools are
not being reached.

Perhaps the most serious problem, because it
requires further education and experience on the part
of thousands of school teachers and administrators, is
to develop and operate instructional programs that
enable disadvantaged students to learn more ade-
quately. This is a new task for schools. When there
was need for a large number of unskilled laborers,
education was not necessary for the employment of a
large fraction of our peopie. When our political and
social life was less complex, school learning was not a
necessary basis for becoming a constructive citizen.
Hence, the schools were expected to teach those who
responded readily to school work and to discourage
those who had difficulty in learning. To make title 1
effective, ways of instructing disadvantaged children
must be much more widely understood and prac-
ticed.

These serious problems are now recognized and
being solved, although slowly and in some cases
imperfectly. Title I has contributed in spectacular
fashion to focusing the attention of the public and
professional educators upon the plight of disadvan-
taged children attempting to gain an education. This
concern needs to be maintained and progress in
improving such education needs to be encouraged and
accelerated. The Council’s investigation in 1968
indicated that about one-quarter of the programs
then were oringing results. Today, the estimate is that
more than one-third of the title I programs are
facilitating the education of disadvantaged children.
This is slow progress, but we cannot overlook the
difficulties listed above and the massive nature of
America’s decentralized educational system. Universal
education is still highly important for the children
concerned and for the maintenance of our Nation.
The Council believes that we need not be disheart-
ened by our experience with title I. The task has not
been completed. It is more difficult than we thought.
Progress has been slower than we had hoped, but we
are improving. Our efforts must be continued until
universal education for American children has been
achieved.
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